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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM: THE WI DENI NG BREACH 
The challenge to newspapers in these days of crisis is 
essentially the same challenge that has always existed: a 
public challenge that both examines a nd questions the funda-
mental honesty, character, trut h, objectivity, intelligence 
and courage of the American press. In recent years, the 
challenge has become far more searching and intellectually 
cynical. 
With an abundance of amateur and professional critics 
of the press voicing their disbelief in shrill and strident 
tones, the average reader is often intrigued by the hue and 
cry and expresses skepticism of his newspaper's integrity 
whenever its editor takes a public position not in consonance 
with his own views. 
In discussing the causes whi_ch have led to this disturb-
ing lack of faith in the American press, the changing trends. 
a nd developments since the fir s t World War should be reviewed. 
In the generations before 1918, there were few political-
ly independent newspapers in this country. Most carried either 
Republican or Democratic labels, and the majority of news-
papers terming themselves independent were, in fact, usually 
found supporting the Democratic ticket along about election 
I · 
time. 
In those days, Republicans read and believed in Repub-
lican newspapers , and Democrats clung tenaciously to the 
papers which extolled the virtues of Andrew Jackson, Thomas 
Jefferson and Grover Cleveland . For the comparatively few 
citizens of independent proclivities , it was necessary to 
read more than one newspaper to arrive somewhere near the 
truth. 
Most of these newspapers had indeed been started as 
party organs . ~~ny of them survived t heir early and finan-
cially shaky years only through the support of party politi-
cians who helped in obtaining professional contracts for pub-
lic printing . 
Nearly every town and city had dailies of opposing pol-
itical faiths. In taking out a subscription , every reader 
knew exactly what he was getting. 
It was a healthy condition in that opposing political 
views were presented with the vigor and absolute finality -
typical of the journalism of that day. 
It was an unhealthy situation in t hat the editors were 
inclined to be careless with the facts and the "sanctity" 
of the news columns was reserved exclusively for the benefit 
of the candidates they were supporting. 
2 
There was almost a naive, abiding faith in the political 
party to which one belonged, and informative edit orials ~p­
peared only in an enlightened portion of the metropolitan 
press. 
The popular press of America reached a peak of public 
leadership, for better or worse , at the turn of the century. 
It was in that period that William Randolph Hearst's news-
papers could boast that they had led the nation into war with 
Spain . The press, in that period, ga i ned great prestige by 
exposure of political corruption. Led by vigorous newspapers 
that took an active part in trust-busting campaigns and in 
championing Woodrow Wilson's idealistic democracy, the press 
kept its great i nfluence through the first World War. 
With the advent of the fabulous twenties, a combination 
of disillusionment, the flouting attitude toward prohibition 
and a mad race for money so engulfed the American people that 
public interest in party principles was virtually non-exist-
ent. 
Not even the Teapot Dome scandals of the Harding adminis-
tration or the unwarranted use of U. s . Marines in Nicaragua 
shocked the American consciousness into a realization of the 
difference between right and wrong . 
It was money, money, money! 
The enduring era of prosperity was at hand and no one 
intended to miss the golden shower. Principles, faith and 
convictions were completely submerged. Public graft and 
rackets flourished on every side and were condoned in respect-
able quarters. 
It was an era in which nearly everything that was fine 
and decent gave ground to a corrupting cynicism and lust for 
material pO\'Ter. 
At the same time, a not too subtle or desirable change 
was taking place in American newspapers. As collateral 
beneficiaries of a fabulous prosperity, they became cold, 
impersonal institutions. 
Far too many newspaper publishers and editors lost 
their contacts with the public, became unavailable, went in 
for "society" and as the late \'lilliam Allen ltlhite expressed 
it so well, "turned a once great and noble profession into 
a six per cent investment." 
The years 1919 and 1920 were filled with industrial 
strife and suffering for many people in the United States . 
Rifts which had always existed between the press and many 
readers widened into a deep gulf . A wave of post-war disap-
pointment and skepticism swept t he country. The enmity of 
the press toward the reviving labor movement, its one-sided 
stories about the attempts of confused workers to raise their 
living standards, its bias against social legislation, made 
4 
millions feel that moat of the newspapers were far from 
friendly to the large numbers of Americana who passed their 
lives on t he edge of economic disaster. 
In every section of the country, the industrial con-
flict of 1919-1920 was fought; and people everywhere had first 
hand experience with what they considered distortions of a 
prejudiced press. Journalistic bias against workingmen's 
movements was not new; it had existed in the . 1890's and in 
the 1870's, during the panic years, but by 1919 the general 
level of education had risen enormously and readers had 
become sharper and more doubtful. 
More over, as social problems and business grew bigger 
and more complex, a nd newspapers became less neighborly and 
less understandable, readers increasingly identified them 
with big business. 
The mental and moral laxity that comes with too much 
easy pr osperity had done its work. When the inevitable crack-
up came, the newspapers of the country were no better pre-
pared to deal with it than the unfortunate, though well-mean-
i ng, man in the White House, mumbling now-classic cliches 
about prosperity being just around the corner. They buried 
bank stories on back i ns ide pages, wistfully hop i ng t hat such 
feeble imitations of the ostrich would in some way help save 
those tottering institutions. 
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They preached confidence, confidence, confidence. 
Theppress of the United States was taken pretty much for 
granted. It rarely made news of itself. Of course, indiv-
idua l newspapers attracted attention by outstandi ng behavior . 
There were, as there are now, crusades, Pulitzer prizes and 
libel suits; and occasionally, an editor was attacked or a 
reporter locked up overnight for tel ling a county grand jury 
to go fly a kite. There were tabloids and the sprouting of 
columnists and the ~mporia Gazette. And Hearst. There were 
publishers' conventions and expeditions, duly reported by the 
pewspapers. There was a flurry of post-World \liar I criticism 
of the press for its propagandistic coverage of the war . But 
through the 1920's, the man on the street felt no more con-
cern over the American press than he felt over the medical 
profession. Nobody got excited about it, except people like 
Upton Sinclair . 
The next decade, however , found the press an Issue: the 
air was full of it, the bookstalls were full of it, and the 
newspaper s themselves were full of it . The president of the 
United States pub~icly scolded the press as being composed 
85~ of Tory newspapers; and the Chicago Tribune congratulated 
the 85 for "courage in :fighting an overwhelmi ng power--the New 
Deal political machine". The late Harold Ickes, then Secre-
tary of the Interior, and publisher Frank Gannett debated the 
question "Do ''ie Have a Free Press?"--Mr. Ickes charging that 
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the press enslaves itself to advertisers, ~~ . Gannett cha r g ing 
the Administration with a "smear the press" campaign to pave 
the way for government censorship. George Seldes published a 
book, Lords of the Press, undertaking the thesis that news-
paper publishers are potential fascists. Senator Sherman Min-
ton of Indiana accused the press of submitting to control by 
big business and demanded an investigation. Publisher Joseph 
Madill Patterson of the New York Daily News editorially 
approved an impartial investigation "to let s ome of the 
abscessed hate and misunderstanding out into the fresh air ." 
James G. Stahlman , publisher of the Nashville Banner and past 
president of the American Newspaper Publishers Association, 
viewed with ala rm the "growing tendency on the part of the 
public to look with disfavor and distrust upon the press. 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt wrote: "I have always been 
firmly persuaded that our newspapers cannot be edited in the 
interests of the general public from the counting room", a 
remark taken by vigilant President James Wright Brown of Edi-
tor and Publisher as "a libel on the press of the country". 
And so on, and on, and on . 
From all the clamor, the clearest emergent note is that 
the press has taken the defensive. It is on the defensive 
a gainst the radio and television, against the New Deal and 
t he Fair Deal, and above all, against any c'rit icism that it 
is not serving the people as it should . 
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On streetcars and in subways, riding to work and hurrying 
home, readers began to mutter : "You can't believe what you 
read in the papers. They've got axes to grind." Many retreat-
ed into pessimism and shrugged their shoulders. Others wrote 
angry letters to the editors . Still others stopped taking 
the newspapers seriously and began to consider the press 
simply as a source of entertainment. 
Many readers today consider the newspaper in a class 
with the movies or radio s erials or baseball games . They skip 
over the editorial columns, chuckle or worry over L'il Abner 
and Dick Tracy, g lance at the advertisements, throw the papers 
t in the trash can and rush into their factories or offices. 
Devoting only a few minutes to the front pages, they react 
violently to the violent headlines. 
Most publishers, though they sense a change in public 
attitude toward the press, are not seriously concerned about 
it. As evidence of reader sat isfaction, they point to the 
enormous growth in circulation of daily newspapers in the 
United States between 1920 and now . The circulation of Eng-
lish language papers leaped from roughly 28 million to 51 
million--increasing more rapidly than the general gr owth of 
the population . But the rise did not necessarily mean in-
creased confidence in the press . Increasing literacy and 
shortening of working hours accounted for part of the rise of 
newspaper reading. The newspapers also bought circulation 
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with larger offerings of escape entertainment--comics, cross-
word puzzles, pseudo- psychology , columnists and whatnot . 
On top of that, newspaper circulation profited from the 
turbulence of the times. Events were piled on events in those 
crowded years. The country went through a post-war collapse, 
a boom, another collapse, another war and another post -war 
crisis. People bought papers because they had to know what 
was go i ng on. The newspapers, after .all, were their main 
source of information, for the radio gave them little more 
than bulletins and capsule comment on a few issues. Their 
fundamental lack of trust in the press was demonstrated, how-
ever, by their continued reelection of President Franklin 
Roosevelt, who held t he ir confidence even when, in one cam-
paign, 85% of the papers opposed him. 
In the four Roosevelt elections, the gulf between the 
press and readers expanded with a speed that disturbed think-
ing citizens. Inside the press itself, a sharp divis i on came 
between the publishers and the journeymen of the press. The 
publishers in ~eneral opposed the Roosevelt program of wider 
social benefits. The majority of the journeymen--reporters, 
copyreaders, junior editors--supported the Roosevelt measures 
very strongly. 
This thesis will attempt, then, to define the gap be-
tween the press and the people. It will also try to answer 
these questions: Does the gap actually exist? What has 
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helped to widen the gap? And finally, what can be done to 
close it? 
CHAPT£R II 
THE PEOPLE AND THE POLLS 
The best way to learn the public's attitude toward the 
press is to consult the public itself. In the past fifteen 
years, various poll-taking organizations with their machinery 
for measuring public sentiment have made numerous surveys of 
newspaper readers, trying to determine how they felt toward 
such basic issues as freedom of the press, the handling of 
campaign news, and the behavior of the press genera lly i n 
relation to the New Deal . 
How valid are these publi c opinion polls? In these days 
when facta rather than arguments are needed, perhaps the 
results could be more precise; but, while there are some 
slight discrepancies betwee n the res~lts obtained by one poll 
and the results obtained by another , for the purposes of this 
study, some very reliable co1clusions can be drawn. 
I . WHERE DO PEOPI£ GET TH:i: IR NEWS ? 
How many people depend chiefly upon the radio for their 
news and how many upon t he newspapers? For an institution 
whose function is primarily news dissemination, the newspapers 
made a rather poor showing against radio, a medium devoted 
chiefly to entertainment . • 
ll 
In a poll taken by the Fortune survey1 in April, 1938, 
the following question was asked of a national cross-section 
of men and women: "From which source do you get most of your 
daily news--the newspapers or radio news broadcasts?" The 
following results were obtained: 
Radio . . . . . . . . . 23 . 5~ 
Newspapers . . . . . . 45 . 2 
Both . . . . . . . . . 28 . 2 
Neither . . . . . . . . 2 .8 
Don't know . . . . . . . . 
·3 
Newspapers, then, remain a nearly two-to-one favorite 
over radio as the source of natio nal news. But two to one 
is a small lead for the prime purveyors, theoretically, of 
news . As will presently appear, the lead is even smaller 
than it seems, because the people who answer "both" apparent-
ly lean mainly on the radio because they think a great deal 
more like the radio listeners than they do like the news-
paper readers. 
Who are the people who get their news by listening 
rather than reading? They are variously distributed through-
out the nation by age and sex and income, by geography and 
size of community. They include six per cent more of the 
young and six per cent more of the women tha n of their elders 
lFortune ~uarterly Survey XII. Fortune XVII : 4 (Aoril 
1938) ' p. 106 
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and lords. News by radio is welcomed by twice as many of the 
poor as of the prosperous , of whom only 14.3 per cent prefer 
listening. Housekeepers (who like to listen while they work), 
wage earners, and the unemployed rank by occupation at the 
head of radio news fans, while 60.2 per cent of the nation's 
executives say they get their news from the papers (plus 25.2 
per cent who say ''both") . In rural districts, where it is a 
long road between R .F.D. mail boxes, the radio is more fav-
ored than elsewhere, but only 3.1 per cent more tha ~ in 
cities over one million. And, unaccountably--unless it is 
due to better regional news broadcasting or to worse news-
papers--the Pacific coast exclusively favors the loudspeaker 
more than any other part of the country and class or condition 
of American: 34.4 per cent of its people get their news 
mainly from the air. Intere sting also are the replies from 
the Southwest where 10.9 per cent said they got their news 
from "neither". 
In a poll taken a year and a half later by the American 
Institute of Public Opinion , the people were almost evenly 
divided between radio and the newspaper as their chief news 
2 
source. Almost identical results were obtained by a poll 
taken by the National Opinion Research Center in November of 
1941.3 
2Hadley Cantril, World Opinion (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press , 1951), p . 524. 
3 Ibid. , p. 524. 
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In August, 1939, Fortune poll-takers asked the question 
"From which one source do you get most of your news about what 
4 is going on?" The results were: 
Newspapers. 
Radio • . 
Friends . . 
Both 
Magazines . 
All other • 
. 25 . 4 
3 .4 
3.1 
.2 .3 
.1 . 3 
Don ' t know . . . . . 7 
A cloud loomed on the horizon, very small to be sure, 
but nevertheless, noticeable . True, the newspaper lead is 
ample, but t here is good cause for concern on the part of 
the publishers in the fact that nearly two-fifths of the 
nation has found it can get most of its news without turning 
to newspapers ; and that one-fourth relies most heavily on 
radio--an entertainment medium to which news transmission is 
admittedly a by-product. 
The inroad that radio has scored upon newspapers deepens 
from top to bottom of the economic scale, tak ing in nearly 
twice as many of the poor as of the prosperous . By occupa-
tion, too, there are marked preferences . Executives, pro-
fessionals, and retired people rely on newspapers even more 
4"A Survey of the U. S .Press", Fortune XX:2 (August, 1939) 
pp . 64-65. 
heavily than do the prosperous; unemployed and student s rely 
on radio even more than do the poor . 
Pros- Upper Lower 
perous Mi ddle Middle Poor 
Class Class 
Newspapers. . • 70 .T% • • 70 .ot 63.69& . 58 . 1~ 
Radio . • • · 17 . 8 .. • 21 .0. 26 . 8 . • 31 -3 
Friends . .. 1 . 1 .. • • 1.2 •• • • 2 .5. . 4 . 8 
Bo th • • • 4 .0 • • . . 3 .5. . • • 3 .1. . 
Magazines .• .. 4 . 5 ... • 2 .7 .• . . 1 .9 .. . 1 . 3 
All other .• 1 . 2 . . .• 1 .1. . 1.5 . • . 1 . 0 
Don't know .• .. • 7 .... • 7 . . .6. . . .8 
Perhaps the most significant variations in preference 
are those registered by three geographical sections . 5 
No rtheast Southwest Pacific C·:>ast 
Newspapers 65 . 5~ 63 . 5% 56 . 8% 
Radio 27 . 4 18 .8 33 . 1 
Both 2 . 2 1 . 8 3 .6 
Friends 1 . 8 11.2 1 .6 
All others 3 -1 4 .7 4.9 
The gossipy ne ighbor of the Southwest is more than three 
times a s effective a news source as in the country as a whole . 
In the nor t heast, the home of the nation's great newspapers, 
the press scored its highest popularity (a nd r adio , t oo , rates 
5rbid . , p. 65 . 
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better than average). But on the Pacific coast, t he percen-
tage favoring radio is greater than for any other region, or 
for any economic or occupational group. As is well known, 
the press of that region is held in relatively low esteem on 
many counts. 
There is one more reason why the publishers and others 
concerne d with the newspaper profession should ponder well the 
results of such surveys. While the 63 . 8 per cent who still 
favor newspapers· are a plump majority, they are not a content-
ed majority. They don't like some things about t he press; 
indeed, many of them compare newspapers unfavorably to radioA 
The results of another survey6 in November, 1942, proved 
very intere sting. A national cross-section of high school 
students, the future and potential newspaper public, was 
asked the quest ion: "Where do you get mo s t of your news --
from newspapers, radio, magazines, ta lking with people, or 
where?" These were the results: 
People • . . . . . 20 .71, 
Newspapers . . . 34.8 
Radio . . . . . . 37 . 2 
Iviagazines . . . . 5 .6 
Others. . . . . . 1.4 
The polls taken by the National Opinion Research Center 
6cantril, World Opinion, p. 524. 
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at the University of Chicago in May, 1948 , provided editors 
and publishers with more ominous results. The question was: 
"Vfuere do you get most of your daily news about v.rhat is go i ng 
on--from the newspapers or radio?" The r esults7 were com-
pared t o the results of a similar poll in 1947 and show the 
following trend. 
1947 1948 
Newspapers. • • .48%. . .35% 
Radio. • • . . . 44%. . .61% 
Undecided • . . • 8% . • .4% 
If it were valid to consider this a trend over the per-
i od of just one year, the newspapers lost fifteen per cent 
of their rea ders to radio. 
There is no obvious reason t o doubt that these polls 
show an approximate picture of t he s ources to which people 
go for their news . If t he figures of 1938 and t he figures 
for 1948 are compared, the press would really come out on 
the short end. (For purposes of comparison the figure 
under "both" in the 1938 survey was divided even ly between 
radio and newspapers). The situation , then , is almost 
completely reversed after ten years. It cannot be said too 
often that, for a medium whose prime reason f or existing 
is to provide news, the results are black, a nd t o an extent, 
7International Journal of Opinion and Attitude Research 
I I : 2 ( 1948 ) , p. 286 . 
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threatening. 
1938 
Newspapers •.••. 59.3% 
Radio ••. . . .37 .6. • 
1948 
.• 35.ofo 
• 61.0 
Undecided ••.••• 3.1. • . .4.0 
It might be concluded that either another medium is 
performing that service of providing news in a better way or 
that newspapers themselves have found that they are providing 
another service, entertainment, more efficiently. 
II. WHICH DOES THE BETTER JOB--RADIO OR NEWSPAPERS? 
This is probably one of the most important points ccn-
sidered by all the surveys. The Fortune survey asked the 
people who, i n April, 1938 , denoted that they preferred radio 
to newspapers as a source of news, "Why do you prefer the 
radio?" Here are the reasons they gave:8 
Gets news more quick ly. • .28 .4% 
Takes less time to find out ~rhat is 
going on •.••.• 19 .5 
More i nterest ing and entertaining ••• 11.9 
Just don't read newspapers • • . 
Radio fairer than newspapers .• • • 6 .9 
Radio more complete t han newspapers .• 6.6 
8 Fortune, April, 1938 , p. 106 . 
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Newspapers more confusing • • .•• 4.3~ 
No mistakes on radio .....••. 3.3 
Work and listen at the same time .• 2.8 
.tl;as ier •. . .. 
Cheaper . • • 
All other. 
.1.6 
. 1.2 
5.3 
Don 't know. . • • . • . . . • . . . .6 
To people who live in a community with a fairly good 
newspaper, metropolitan or local, some of the mi~or reasons 
for preferring the radi o here may sound a little absurd--
"more complete", "no mistakes", "easier", "fairer", "news-
papers are more confusing". But the 22 .7 per cent of the 
radio listeners who answer that way (only 5.3 per cent of the 
entire population) may here be simply raising a mild pro-
test against such members of the press as deserve these un-
favorable comparisons . 
It is the three lead ing reasons that are significant, 
because they are advant ages inherent i n the radio with which 
the best of the papers can hardly compete. First, of course, 
t he World Series or the murder-trial fans may have provided 
a lot of the "get-the-news-more-quickly'' answers. However, 
many people who might otherwiae look forwar d t o buying the 
next edition of their paper aren't likely to watch the clock 
for the hour to turn on the wor ld's r outine news, or the 
developments of a European crisis or t he confessions of a 
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reformed Communist. And what they hear is likely to sound 
so authentic and personal and vibrant and final that the next 
day's paper will seem like warmed-over Monday hash not worth 
bothering with. This is an aggressive faculty of radio that 
has not weakened with the years. 
Again, radio has another advantage in telling a compressed 
news story quickly. In a few effortless minutes the listener 
gets, wrapped in one package, the equivalent of the facts of 
a news dispatch, the editorial comment upon t hem, and the 
columnist's personal interpretation. Radio's power is not 
only in summary but also in synthesis. Perhaps this explains 
the fact that the executives who say they prefer their news 
by, radio are the only class whose chief reason for doing so 
is that "it talkes less time to find out what is going on by 
radio". They want all of the news quickly synthesized. 
"Radio is more interesting and entertaining. 11 This 
third reason for preferring news by radio is not necessarily 
an i ndictment of newspaper reporting. It may, rather, be 
simply a nother wa y of saying that news takes less time and 
attention by radio, and places less demand upon a sluggish 
curiosity. 
In August , 1939, the question of which medium does the 
better job was phrased in a different way : 11\'lhich of the 
two--radio or newspaper--gets news to you more quickly, gets 
news to you more fully, gets news to you more accurately, 
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gives you news freer from prejudice?" 'ttrith the following 
results:9 
Newspaper Radio Same Don't 
know 
Gets news more quickly . .12.9%. . . 83 .ot . . 2 .0'6 . . 2.lct 
Gets news more fully . . . 79.6 . . .13.2 . . 3.8 . . 3-4 
Gets news more accurate-
ly .. 38.3 •.. 38 .0 .. 16.6 •• 7.1 
Gives news freer from 
prejudice •.. 17.1 •.• 49.7 .. 18 . 3 •. 14.9 
On the obvious scores of speed and completeness, there 
is little again to be said. The public's attitude is a 
reflection of radio's own slogan, following its delivery 
of a news flash: "For further details see your local news-
paper ." The over'ttrhelming majority accept that complimentary 
relationship, and it is surprising only that so many consider 
the newspaper faster (for example, 20 .6~ of the Negroes) and 
radio news more complete (19 .5 per ce nt of the poor) . 
By economic status, these answers generally followed 
the curve established in the question "vlhere do people get 
their news?"; that is, the higher the income bracket, the 
higher the regard for the press--with one conspicuous excep-
tion: on the question of prejudice, t he prosperous, who rely 
on the press more than do the poor, were even harsher in 
9Fortune, August , 1939, p. 65. 
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their judgment: 52.1 per cent of them considered the radio 
freer of prejudice . Again, the regional differences are 
eloquent. For accuracy, the Southwest gave the press the 
highest vote, 45.2 per cent (to 26.5 for radio); for fairness, 
the best the press could draw was 21.3 (to 41.5) in the South-
east. On both counts the Pacific coast again registered its 
poor opinion of the press : only 29 per cent considered the 
newspapers more accurate; only 6.2 per cent rated them freer 
of prejudice . 
The total figures on belief in accuracy and fairness be-
come more sobering when it is considered that 63.8 per cent 
of the people rely on newspapers for most of their news. Of 
these newspaper adherents, nearly one-third consider the 
broadcasts more faithful to accuracy, and two-thirds consider 
them more faithful to justice. This leads to an all-too-easy 
assumption that people resort to newspapers not for better 
news, but simply for more news, and that if the broadcasters 
could supply more complete reports, they would capture a 
correspondingly greater following . However, the assumption 
is too easy because of the difference inherent in the hand-
ling of news over the air and on the printed page. 
Radio news is of three kinds: (l) bulletins, mostly 
composed fr om dispatches of the Associated Preas, United 
Press, International News Service or Transradio Press; 
(2) commentaries delivered by men like Lowell Thomas, Elmer 
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Davis and Gabriel Heatter; (3) "special events" or spot-news 
coverage like play-by-play sport reports, public ceremonies, 
important speeches like announcements of the f oreign aid 
program by the President or addresses by European statesmen, 
and running descriptions at disaster scenes. This on-the-
spot news (often very voluminous) gives radio l isteners a 
kind of coverage that the newspaper medium cannot match. In 
handling the bulletins, which are abridged versions of the 
very s ame material that the newspapers print, radio confines 
itself to the naked, irrefutable highlights of the news, 
shunning speculative material a nd trying t o uti l ize the ample 
time advantage that it has over newspapers in order t o verify 
unconfirmed details. 
Radio goes out of its way to avoid expressing any 
opinion on contr oversia l questions . Whether or not in fear 
of the Federal Communications Commission, radio strains for 
complete impartiality on the air. The press, on the other 
hand, is willing to stick its neck out. It goes in for 
detailed accounts, editorial i nterpretation of the news, 
political reporting where facts are subject to confusing 
pressures, and sells itself with sometimes overwhelming 
headlines. It is precisely in that area that the hazards 
of inaccuracy and alleged unfairness lie. If radio should 
try to match the press's kind of delivery, it would naturally 
incur the same hazards. Meanwhile the reputation for high 
credibility stands. 
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The relative weights in the nation's journalism of 
newspaper and radio are interesting. But if it appears that 
these two media establish different grooves of thought in the 
minds of the people, the social significance of the radio 
becomes immense . The test is: do the radio listeners differ 
from ne\otspaper readers i n their thinking on questions of 
public policy. 
An i nteresting sidelight on this issue is provided by 
the April, 1938, Fortune survey. That they do differ is 
indicated by analysis of the answers to other questions in 
the survey. For i nstance, the people who got their news from 
the papers, rather than from radio or "both", were consider-
ably more in favor of a strong f oreign policy. They were 
more for taking steps to make Japan respect our rights in 
China (this was in 1938, remember) and f or declaring war if 
Japan went too far in violating those rights; t hey were less 
in favor of withdrawing from China entire ly instead; t hey 
were more i n favor of a boycott of Japanese goods. 
Still more interesting is the fact that more people who 
said they got most of their news from the radio or from both 
radio and newspapers answered "don't know" to all seven of 
the questions as to what it was important that Congress do 
next . More of them were a lso lacking in definite opinions as 
to which most needs reform--stock exchange s , labor unions, 
the Supreme court or public utilities. In f a ct, the most 
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important observation to be made from all of the analyses 
is that radio news listeners and the radio-newspaper hybrids 
have fewer definite opinions on any subject than the people 
who say they get their news from the papers alone . 
These findings tend t o relieve the radio commentators of 
suspicion t hat t he y use their power for propaganda. Their 
listeners think less positively than other people . Such 
opinions as they have are milder and less belligerent than 
those of newspaper readers. So the influence of the popular-
ity of radio reporting may lie mainly i n the propagation of 
beatific and thoughtless receptivity, a readiness t o bow to 
the facts from the ether as the operations of a Divine Provi-
dence over which man has no control. 
In these pre-election days, it is interesting t o note 
that the results of a surve y conducted by the American Insti-
tute of Public Opinion in the e l ect ion year of 1940 in which 
the question "Did you get your i nformation about the recent 
political campaign and its is s ues chiefly f rom the newspaper 
or from t he rad io?" was asked , sho'\'t: 13 
Newspapers •••• 38~ 
Radio ..••... 5~ 
Both. . . . . 
Don 't kno\·t . . 
4 
.6 
l3cantril, World Oninion, p. 525. 
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The news of political campaigns and election issues is 
not the type that requires speedy coverage, so the people 
must prefer the radio reports to those in the newspaper for 
another reason. It would be interesting if another survey 
could be taken in November of this year to determine how this 
situation has changed, what with the advent of television, 
with the added question, "Why do you prefer that source?" 
Another survey which shed some light on this situation 
was conducted by the National Opinion Research Center in 
11 February of 1943 in which the question, 11Vlhich do you 
think gives the clearest picture of what's go ing on in the 
war, the radio or the newspapers?", with the following 
results: 
Newspapers .•••• 27~ 
Radio . • • • . • . .62 
Don't know •••.• 11 
This question was followed up by another asking why the 
respondent preferred one to the other. The 27 per cent who 
preferred newspapers over radio gave the following reasons: 
Newspapers give more detail. 
Newspapers have a reputation for 
• • • • 11% 
greater accuracy, truth ••••. 3 
Eva nescence of oral word is a disa dvan-
11Ibid., p. 525. 
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tage of radio. • • • • • 8 
Illustrations, maps are possible to print .. 1 
Dislike radio or don't listen ••••.•.. 3 
Radio news is frequently colored by one 
man' s opinion. • • . 1 
Newspapers have reporters on the spot ...• 1 
Radio technique is too spectacular or 
emotional. • . . . 
Miscellaneous answers •••..•..•••. 1 
.s 
The 62 per cent who preferred the radio answered with 
these reasons: 
Radio news gives a personal touch, human voice ••• ll~ 
rtadio news is briefer, more condensed. . . . . . . 9 
Radio news is more detailed, f ully explained .• .8 
Radio news is qu icker. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -7 
Radio news is more accurate and reliable ; ne\'TS-
papers are inaccurate. . . . . . .6 
Radio news comes direct from the s ources. . . . . . 4 
Commentat ors, people who g ive the news have 
high prestige .•..• . • . . 4 
Get more varied view from radio news .• 
Don't read newspapers ••••••• 
Radio news fits into time pattern, can listen and 
work .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 
.4 
. ·7 
• 6 
Miscellaneous and no answer •.••••• • • • • • .5 
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III. THE SHOWDOWN BET\VE..:.N RADIO AND NEW.bPAPERS 
Here are some of the m0st painful answers that the press 
must swallow fr om the public. In August, 1939, this question 
was asked: "If you heard confl icting versions of t he same 
story from these sources which would you be most likely to 
believe'Z"12 
A radio press bullet in. • • • • . • 22.7~ 
A radio commentator •• . • 17.6 
An authority you heard speak •• 13.0 
An editorial in a newspaper ••••• 1? .4 
A ne~ item in a newspaper. • • • 11 .1 
A columnist in a newspaper 3.4 
Depends on paper , writer, speaker •. 11 .6 
Don't know •••••••••.•••. 8 . 2 
For reasons implicit in the second question (Which does 
the better job, press or the radio?) it may be an unjust ans-
wer, as much denoting an inappreciative body of readers as 
an inadequate press . However, that extenuation cannot com-
pletely explain away the weak hold on the public of the edit-
orial writer and t he columnist. (Of i ncome groups , the pros-
perous alone kept faith in t he editorial writer over the com-
mentator) . Even i n the ~ortheaat, where the pres s is relied 
on most heavily as a news source, only one-fourth of the ueo-
12Fortune, August , 1939 , P• 70. 
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ple would take the word of the newspaper against the field in 
a dispute. The Southwest, which gave t he press its highest 
vote in accuracy, alone favored the newspaper over the radio . 
It i ·s heavily undecided, vtith a great body of "don't knows" 
contributed to by puzzled Negroes . But those with opinions 
would believe the newspaper version of a story r a t her than 
the radio; and the news item ahead of all comers. On the 
Pacific C~ast, the public's extraordinary discontent with the 
press is again encountered. The people there reg ister a 
heavy preference f or the radio commentator ; but more than one-
fourth skeptically withhold their avowal of confidence i n any 
news source until they know exactly who asks for it. 
Deserved or not, t here is evidence of newspaper unpopu-
larity and lack of confidence i n the press on the part of the 
public. In the next questions, some of the causes are shown . 
N. HOW ACCURATE IS THE PRESS? 
The Fortune survey again attempts to cover this problem 
with two questions , one about headline accuracy a nd one about 
the news story itself:l3· 
In your experience do newspaper headlines usually g ive--
An accurate idea of what really happened. · • 59 .1% 
Or a misleading idea of what really happened . 29 .4 
Qualified or don 't know ••••••... · · .11.5 
13 Ibid. , p. 70. 
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Do you feel that the news story itself--
Is almost always accurate as to its facts ••• 23.3~ 
Is usually accurate as t o its facts ••• 
Is not accurate in many instances .• 
Qualified or don't know •••.••• 
. • 24 ·7 
6.9 
Any newspaper promotion manager in his right mind would 
never use these figure publicly. It would be difficult for 
him to sound boastful with slogans like: "Nearly three out 
of five readers find that our headlines tell what happened." 
But examined in the light of the preceding answers, t he 
figures do not look so damaging. There is a mistrustful total 
of less t han 30 per cent who cons ider themselves habitually 
misled by newspaper headlines ; less than a quarter who con-
sider the stories ofte n inaccurate seem scarcely harsh enough 
to warrant the invidious comparisons between radio and press . 
It is necessary to look further--beyond the work of the 
conscientious reporter, and of the c opyreader who must tell 
his story in a couple of dozen capital letters that will fit 
into a one-column headline. One must look into the publish-
er's office where policy is made. 
In March , 1945, t he National Opinion Research Center 
came up with the following results14 by a sking the question: 
"As a whole, wt1ich do you think gives you the most accurate 
14ca ntril, World Opinion, p . 525 . 
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news- -radio or newspaper?" 
Radio . • • • • • 46% 
Newspaper .... 29 
Both. . • • . . .14 
Neither. . • • • 3 
Don't know . • • • 8 
A smaller poll was c0nducted in 1948 ln California with 
this question: "Do you think the newspapers you read regular-
ly do their best to report the news accurately--in other words 
try to tell it exactly the way it happens--or not?" Here are 
the results: 15 
Yes, they try •• •• • 51.0~ 
No, they don't . •. •• 40.0 
Undecided. 9 .0 
These results, of course, can be applied only to Cali-
fornia which is, in some respects, a journalistic poor-house. 
Again, the dissatisfaction of the people with the West coast 
papers is evident with only 51 per cent of the respondents 
s a ying that they feel the press tries its best to be truthful. 
Just after the war, in September, 1946, an interesting 
poll was taken by the National Opinion Research Center. 16 
People were asked "Do you think the newspapers you read gen-
15rnternational Journal , p . 297 . 
16cantril, World Opinion , p. 523 . 
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erally make Russia look better or worse t han she really is?" 
Only 17 per cent thought the papers made Russia look better, 
42 per cent thought Russia was made to look better, but, and 
this could be significant, just one-fifth, or 21 per cent of 
the people thought the press pictured Russia about as she is. 
Another one-fifth had no idea . 
People were reading newspapers every day and only one-
fifth thought they were getting an accurate account about the 
Soviet Union. A similar poll taken in these days of the ''cold 
war" and "iron curtain" might reveal something else about the 
attitude of the public toward newspapers as well as toward 
Russia. 
V. HOW FAIR IS THE PRESS? 
In October, 1937, fifteen years ago, t he Fortune-Roper 
pollsters announced the following results the their survey 
in which the following question was bluntly asked: Is the 
press fair?l7 
Yes . . 
No • 
Don't know 
. • 66 . 2% 
. 26.5 
7-3 
Nothing much can be drawn from these figures because of 
17 Ibid . , P• 515. 
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the gener ality of the question . Some person answering that 
question might have consider ed the press fair in some aspects 
and unfair i n others, and , seeing no other alternative, might 
have chosen yes or no bli ndly • . 
However, the same organization took another poll in Aug -
18 
ust, 1939, and made the i r question much more specific . 
Do you believe t hat newspapers furnish fair a nd unprejudiced 
news about- - yes not always no don't 
know 
Politics and polit icians ·33.1 • • · 3·7· . • 45 . 9· . . 17. 3 
Labor and labor l eaders .. 41 .8 ..• 2 . 2 ..• 31 . 4 •.• 24 .6 
Business and busines smen. 51 . 6 .. . 2 .3 .• 25 . 9 .• • 20 . 2 
Foreign aff airs . • • • • 50 . 1 .•. 1 . 3 • • 20 . 1 .•• 28 . 5 
Relig ious and racial . 59 . 3 •. • 1 . 1 •. 15 . 1 .• • 24.1 
problems 
There is a touch of artlessnes s i n that first question . 
Asking a good many people if the press is fair to politicians 
is like asking if the newspapers supported their candidate . 
Inde ed, it is noteworthy that the onl y economic gr oup that 
tended t o consider the press fair t o politics and politici ans 
were the Negroes , whose political cons ciousness is so restr i c -
ted that two out of five of them had no opinion whatsoever . 
The answers t aken as a whole i ndicat e a defi n i te ,pattern : 
the more boldly a newspaper treats a controversia l s ~bject, 
18 Fortune, August , 1939 , p . 70 . 
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the less the reader is satisfied with its treatment. Note 
that the highest majority considers the race and relig ious 
news freer of prejudice than others. One reason is that edi-
tors have always handled such news with kid gloves--if theJ 
have been unable to avoid printing it at all . Indeed, the 
press approaches race and religious subjects such as radio 
approaches all controversy. Excluding the "don 't knows", we 
find that next in ran~ of fairness is foreign affairs, a topic 
that the reader may absorb with detached interest. On business 
and businessmen, the readers are rea s onably satisfied with 
press treatment; but they are distinctly less convinced of 
fairness on the tortured subject of labor. And as to politics 
(perhaps for the r eason noted above)--the charge of fairness 
is loud and strong, a nd only 40 per cent of those with opin-
ions register faith in the newspapers' objectivity. 
All economic levels except the Negroes (again counting 
only those with opinions) agreed with the national maj ority 
on all five questions . In general, the trend is for doubt 
(i.e., "don't knows") to diminish on t he way up the economic 
scale, and for blame of the press to become relatively more 
severe in the upper brackets. On business news, politics, 
and labor alike, the prosperous cry "prejudice" more than do 
the poor . And by occupations , factory labor g ives the press 
a cleaner bill of health on labor news than do the executives. 
Geographically, the Southeast again registers approval of the 
press; and again, the Pacific coast gives violent t estimony 
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to the contrary with a 68 per cent "no" of those with opinions 
on fair political news and a 61 per cent "no 11 on labor news . 
This time it was joined by the Mountain states, the only 
section of the country where even the news of business is con-
sidered un fair. But if we discount that odd deviation, it 
becomes abundantly evident that the charge of prejudice cen-
ters around the press's handling of labor and political news. 
Carrying this angle of prejudice c oneerning labor news a 
little farther, the National Opinion Research Center in ~~y, 
19 1942, took the following poll. They asked: "Do you think 
the newspapers as a \>Thole try to g ive a fair p icture of both 
sides of the story when there is a disagreement between labor 
and management?" The 29 per cent of the s a mple who tho ught 
the newspapers didn't try to be fair were asked: "Which side 
do t hey usually favor, labor or management?" 
They try to be fair t o both sides ••• 54~ 
Don't know whether they try or not ••. 21 
Favor labor •••• . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Favor management. . . • . . . • • .17 
Don't know which side they favor. • 5 
Similar results were obtained by the American Institute 
of Public Opinion in August , 1946 (except f or the greater 
amount of "no opinion" answers) when they asked "Do you think 
l9cantril, World Opinion , p. 520. 
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' 
tha t the newspapers you rea d are fair or not fair in the ir 
reporting of t he following ~0 news, excludihg the editorials?" 
Fair Unfair No opinions 
Political news . . . . 45~ . . . . ·35%. . . .20~ 
Labor news . . . . . . 49 31 . . . . 20 
News about i nter-
natio nal aff airs . 52 . . . . . 23 . . 25 
News about Russia . . 44 . . . . . 31 . . . . 25 
News about Britain . . 50 . . . . . 26 . . . . 24 
More results of a more recent nature were obtained in 
1948 by the same polling agency when i nterviewers asked t h is 
question : "I ' d like to ask you ho'\'T fair radio stations a nd 
newspapers generally are . For example, do you t h i nk radio 
stations are ge nerally fair i n giving both side s of public 
questions? How about newspapers in general?1121 
Fa ir •• • 
Unfair . . . 
Undecided. 
Radio 
791, . 
• 13% • 
Newspapers 
. -551, 
• . ·37 
. • 8 . • • . . • • 8 
Prejudice is a vague quantity, however . The answers 
that have been examined suggest the areas where the press is 
felt to be prejudiced, but they do not indicate wmt direction 
20 I bid ., p . 522 
21International Journal, p . 286 
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the prejudices are supposed to take. 
VI . DOES THE PUBLIC THINK THB: PRE$S "PLAYS BALL"? 
Wnat do the readers t hink of publishing ethics? The 
question of "playing ball", that is omitting news in some 
places and playing it up in others, is one of tremendous im-
portance in understanding ~rhy the public has less confidence 
in the press than it might have. 
The Fortune survey of Augus t 1939 placed this question 
before the respondents: "In general do you believe that the 
newspapers you read soft-pedal news that is unfavorable to: 
Yes Some No Don't know 
Friendly politicians. .49.2. . 16.6 . .14 . 8 . ·19.4 
Fublishers' friends. . 47 .8 . . 15.5 . .14.3 . . 22 . 4 
Big advertisers. . . . 40.8. . 19.8 . .18 .5 . .20.9 
Business in general. . 29.7 . . 20 .4 . .29.6 . .20.3 
Labor unions . .22.2 .19.3 . 31 .8 .26.7 25 . . . . . . . 
With these replies, the news papers come off very badly 
indeed. Even ignoring the replies "in some cases", t he pub-
lic has a poor opinion of the press's truthfulness about the 
publisher's personal and political friends and big advertisers. 
The qualified "in some cases" is redundant anyvrya; it cannot 
make much difference t o a reader to feel that his newspaper 
22Fortune, August, 1939, P• 72. 
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hushes up only certain bits of news, for certain friends. The 
skimpy "no " column is eloquently expressive of the lack of 
public confidence in publishing integrity. 
The various breakdowns by age, sex, and income show most 
extraordinary consistency with the national average. By econ-
o ~ic status, bot censure and praise generally rise as you go 
up the economic scale, with "don't knows" disappearing . By 
occupations, the agreement between executives and fact ory 
labor on two parts of the question of special interest to 
both is almost startling. Both believe to almost the· same 
degree that news unfavorable to business and to labor unions 
is soft-pedaled. The most important comparisons are not by 
class but by geography, and here we have a vivid demonstra-
tion of attitudes of the uncertain Southwest, and the thorough-
ly cynical and positive Pacific coast. The Pacific coast 
was more inclined than the country at large to believe that 
the press was too antagonistic to labor; this uerh~ps can be 
partly explained by the bitter intramural warfare within 
labor on the coast at the time of the survey. Adherents of 
t he o.r.o., hated and feared by Pacific industry , may have 
felt that the A.F. of L. enjoyed t oo benevolent treatment in 
some newspapers. Another explanation may be that some coast 
papers so thoroughly alienated their public t ha t the public 
gave them a "wrong" mark i nstinct ively. 
Collectively, the answers denote an appalling l a ck of 
---~ 
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trust on the part of the readers toward the newspapers. In 
not one section of the country, in not one occupation i ncome 
group, i s there a majority that believes its publishers can-
not be reached. 
But if the publishers are supposed to take care of their 
friends and advertisers, how about the reporters? 
The same survey included this question with the results: 23 
Do you think a reporter's impartiality is apt to be affected 
by--
Yes Depends No Don ' t kn O'\>T 
!-lembership in a newspaper 
union ••••••• 34.6 .• 1.4 .• 31.3 ••• 32.7 
Fear of displeasing his 
boss •. 55.6 .• 2 .7 ••• 20 . 9 •• 20.8 
Thus it a ~pears that the readers are much less divided 
in opinion on the potency of t he boss's disp leasure than on 
the influence of union membership on a reporter's performance. 
Among those with definite opini ons, more than five to two 
place at least s ome responsibility for newspapers' shortcom-
ings on the doorstep 9f management--or at least upon report-
ers' fear of management • 
23 I bid., p. 72 
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VII. DOES THE P~Sb ABUSE ITS FREZDOM? 
In conclusion it is appropriate to consider one l ast 
24 question r egarding pre s s freedom. 
Do you feel that the press has abused its freedom i n any way? 
Yes . • .. 21 .3~ 
No •••••• 64 . 2 
Occasional ly • 1 . 3 
Don 't know •• 13.2 
If so, in \'That way? 
Pr ejudice in general a nd in politics .•• 36 .0% 
Sensat i onal ism, exaggeration, distortion •. 30 .8 
Too much sex , crime ••• . . . . 
buppression, propaganda, se l fi sh , 
use of power. • • • 
Other ................... 12.1 
Don ' t know . • • 3 . 1 
It mi ght be possible to ask if there can be such a t hing 
as abuse of a free press? Except f or libel , t here cannot. In 
the constitutional-constructionist sense, none of the viola-
tiona alleged in the list above constitutes an abuse . The 
framers of t he constitutional Bil l of Rights never said a 
publ isher had t o print t wo sides of a question or even t hat 
24Ibid ., p . 77 . 
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couldn't print crime news, or distorted dispatches. But at 
any point in time, the reading public has its own ideas of' 
what the press should do with i ts freedom, and t he answers to 
the questions in t he above survey i ndicate some of these ideas. 
The burden of these answers is that the newspapers should 
de monstrate themselves t o be freer of t he influence of friends 
and patrons : a nd that they should divest themselves of 
prejudices. Now prejudice is a variable that can be f ound on 
both sides of an equation: it can distort a reader's yard-
stick just as well as an editor's and it may be that many 
readers judge their newspaners in the light of their own 
biases. But that consideration lies in a n atmosphere t oo 
rarified for this sort of measurement. It is the reading 
public's confidence i n the press that counts : for the read-
i ng public, not t he foundi ng fathers, sits i n j u dgment on 
t he United States press t oday. 
VIII. 11 JUN I OR EDIT ION"--THE YOUNGER GENERATION 
How do t he younger people--those i n high school and in 
grade school--feel about newspapers~ A study made by Paul 
Lyness25 in Des Moines, Iowa, in the spring of 1950, des-
cribes the place of the media in the lives of boys and g irls. 
Mr . Lyness studied the reading, listening and viewing 
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25Paul Lyness, "The Pla ce of the Medi a i n t he Lives of 
Boys and Girls" , Journalism Q,uarterlv XXVIII (winter 1951), p . a3. 
behavior of over 1400 children i n the third, fifth, seventh, 
ninth and eleventh grades i n the city schools. It is import-
ant to remember that this age group, from five t o ni 1eteen, 
makes up one-fourth of t he entire population of the United 
States . His study v1aa useful in determining how large and 
significant a place the media have in young lives; how much 
and how often children of different ages made use of each 
medium ; wnat value they place on the various media as sources 
of information and entertainment; and how they feel about 
reading or hearing sensational matter. 
The third category, the value placed on the var ious media 
as sources of information , is of most importance t o this 
study. The investigation of attitudes toward the different 
media involved questions on media reliabi l ity, the most 
valued medium and preferred sources for news. 
A behavior-situation question was used to uncover be-
liefs concerning media r eliabi lity . Respondents were asked 
to imag ine conflicting stories of an auto accident in a news -
paper , news magazine, radio newscasts and movie newsreel; then 
to tell which story they would be most likely t o believe . A 
greater number of respondents at all grade levels selected 
the radio over the newspaper . 
Another question was asked: "If you had to g ive up 
all of these but one whic h one would you most want to keep?" 
The eleventh grade answers were most signfficant : 
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Radio 
62~ 
Newspapers 
11, 
It should be remembered t hat these eleventh graders are the 
potentia l adult newspaper readers. To reverse the question, 
then, these teen-agers would more readily g ive up newspapers 
first, then movies, then books and then, fiDally, radio . 
Another poll that can be applied here is that taken by 
Purdue University Opinion Poll for Young People i n 1949 . 26 
The sample of 3100 students was representatively drawn from 
a total group of more than 10,000 high school students all 
over the country. Factors such as region, grade in school, 
and sex have b ~en taken into account. 
The question was: "Do you or do you not feel that you 
can believe what you read in the newspapers?" 
Do • • • • . • 41~ 
Don't . . 29 
Undecided . . • 30 
26 International Journal III:4 (1949) p . 643. 
CrlAPTER III. 
TH~ CA5E AGAINST THE PRESS : P~SONNEL ~ND PERFO~~NCE 
All in all , the American doesn't seem to be impressed 
with either the accuracy or the impartiality of its press. 
Such unpopularity must be deserved. But why ? What things 
have led to this depletion of confidence on the part of the 
people toward t he press? 
First of all, if the people are to have f qith in the 
newspapers t hey read, they must first h ave f a ith in the news-
papers' pers onnel. In the last three or four years several 
episodes i nvolving reporters, editors and publishers have 
occurred which serve to undermine the people 's faith in these 
journalists . 
In the ear l ier part of 1949, for instance, fifty editors 
and publishers of Illinois weeklies were reporteQ by the Chi -
cago Daily News as having been carried on t he state's "com-
pensation for personal service" payroll for a total of more 
than~OO,OOO. This item was kept out of the press for some 
time. While some of these editors did perform fulltime 
services, most held "gravy-tra in" jobs, their task being to 
keep well-oiled the political machine of the governor , Dwight 
H. Green, since defeated. Their job was to print editorials 
from the Green publicity mill. One man, managing editor of 
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a downstate weekly, got $5620 as "h i ghway department messenger 
clerk". He said be wrote quite a few speeches f or t he gover n-
or.1 
Reporters for the bt. Louis Post-Dispatch and the Chicago 
Daily News uncovered t his scandal, bring ing t o light the list 
of news paper men \·lho earned their "fees" be tween 1943 and 1949. 
This list involved exe cutives or employees of fourt een dailies 
a nd 687 week l ies. Virtually all of those named defended 
themselves and their acceptanoe of state pay on the gr ound 
that they "did work for it." 
At about the same time , a similar list of names of sev-
eral newspeper and radio men on t he Florida state payroll 
was published by the Tampa News Tribune. One publisher wa s 
lis ted as special depJty motor vehicle commissioner at $3300 
e year . One political columnist denied he was on t he payroll 
but s a id that he did receive $600 for s pecia l work preoaring 
the story of the state's financial picture for the budget 
commission . Anot her colunist for eleven Florida newspapers 
held a non-salaried job as vice-chairman of the state adver-
ti s ing commission, but did receive ~700 p lus expenses f or 
drafting a new set of ru les for the house of r epresentatives. 
In another southe~ state, editors of weekly Georgia 
newspapers that backed Governor Her~an Talmadge in his elec-
1
·"we're Poor 11 , Newsweek XXXIII:l7 (April 2c;, 1949 ), p. 73 . 
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tion campaign were put on the state payroll since Talmadge 
took office in 1949. This was r eported by the Atlanta Jour-
2 
nal. 
After the Illinois expose, the Chicago Daily News turned 
its spotlight on three correspondents in Albany, New York , 
These reporters served as state commissioners. One was a 
member of the Hudson River Regulating District board and 
received $10,770 since 1944. Another was a member of the 
Port district commission for fourteen years and another for 
five years.3 
In San Francisco in I~rch, 1952, a grand jury began 
deliberati~g and investigating the c onduct "of certain indiv-
iduals, officials, attorneys, and presentatives of the press" . 
The investigation was called for the "purpose of ascertaining 
whether or not the publisher of the paper , the editor and the 
person or persons responsible for the articles, have not been 
guilty of the obstruction of justica." 
Members of the press can justifiably point out that any 
of these charges, true or not , have been ma de at only a small 
portion of the press . But the public thinks in generality 
and excep~ions to the rule, rathe~ than ' in apacific detail 
and the rule. 
2Facts-Qn-File IX (1949), p . 158 
~ditor and Publisher 82:23 (May 28 , 1949), p. 44. 
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What are some of the other charges that have been made? 
How valid are they? 
It has been charged that the newspaper standards are 
determined by circu lation; that the press gives the pub l ic 
what it wants rather than what it should have. News values, 
it is said, are often superficial a nd trivial . Most reporters 
are inaccurate when interviewi ng ; t he press utilizes its free-
dom as a license to exploit policies which make f or circula-
tion rather than for service . 
The press overemphasizes irra tiona l statements made by 
public officials, particularly members of Congress. Head-
lines freque ntly don't correctly reveal the facts and the . 
tenor of articles . Many men and women hesitate t .o express 
their real opinions about the press be ca use of the unchari-
table attitude of editors toward criticism and because of 
the fear of retaliation . Another charge, and probably one 
that is heard most ofte n , is that the basic fault with the 
press is with its ownership; t hat the pres s cannot be im-
partial a nd true in advocating public services as long as its 
owners are engaged or involved in other businesses. 
From a review of all of these various criticisms of 
daily newspapers, it would seem tha t a number of them have 
fallen short of the high standards expected of them by promi-
nent leaders who made the above criticisms, by newspaper 
readers, by liberals a nd by students of our social and econ-
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omic problems, and even by working newspapermen themselves. 
Undoubtedly the volume of criticism has grown during the 
last few years, because all business and industry, as well 
as our social and political i nstitutions, have been subjected 
to closer scrutiny than ever before in an effort to find out 
wherein they have failed t o render the fullest service. 
In such a re-examination, the newspaper's faults could 
not escape criticism. In a period like the present when we 
are more than usually critical of everything in American life, 
we are prone to condemn all banks, all business and indus-
tries, all schools and colleges, all motion pictures, all 
newspapers. 
In thus failing to discriminate bet\'Teen th-a good and 
the bad, critics are manifestly unjust to those leaders and 
those institutions that have made honest efforts to maintain 
high standards . All these criticisms of the press do not 
appl~ equally to all papers . Undoubted critics of American 
journalism will be willing to admit t hat there are notable 
exceptions among newspapers to which most, if not all, of 
their strictures are inapplicable. 
But, again , the public is often guilty of thinking in 
generalization . The misstep of one paper is applied to 
the press as a whole by t he illogical public . Th3refore, 
many of the journalistic blunders must be recognized and 
avoided in the future . 
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t Consider the cit izens of Lincoln, Illinois. In 1951, two young newspapermen were fired because they refused to 
subordinate news coverage to newspaper policy . In the latter 
part of the previous year, a raid by state police uncovered 
a local powerful and well- protect gambling ayndicate. In 
the early part of 1951, a grand jury indicted nine persons. 
The two newsmen , one the managing editor and the other 
telegraph editor of the local paper, pried into the connec-
tions between gamblers, city and county officials resulting 
in the warning to "lay off". In April of the same year, the 
paper ran an article by one of the newsmen about the meeting 
of the local ministerial association whose members went on 
record in favor oa the resolution favoring a state crime 
and gambling investigation . 
After several hundred copies of the edition containing 
the story had baen run off, the presses were stopped and the 
paragraphs referring to local gambling were deleted. The 
publisher explained that he "didn't want to get in trouble" 
4 
and that it was "none of his bus iness." 
The firing of the two men for being too energetic in 
digg ing up facts to expose local gambling was discovered by 
a reporter for the Chicago Daily News and reported accordingly . 
Befor ~ the story appeared, the reporter was asked by several 
4 George Thiem, "Two Newsmen Lose Jobs :b Logan County 
Crusade'', Nieman Reports V:3 (July 1951), pp. 36-37 . 
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people when it would come out . The reporter replied that he 
thogght it would probably be in the Monday edition. 
All the copies of the Chicago Daily News destined for 
the town of Lincoln disappeared mysteriously . The usual 
amount was put off at the station, but when the distributor 
came for them, they were gone . 
The story of the how's a nd why's of the firings were 
not told to Lincoln residents by t heir own community paper, 
certainly a good example of dual irresponsibility on the 
part of a newspaper . 
The press has grown fat, lazy and timid. For instance 
in Chicago, the second largest city in the country, the 
government is bound hand and foot by a state constitution 
adopted over 75 years ago and unchanged since 1908. Every 
attempt to modernize t his archaic constitution has been 
savagely opposed by the major business and press i nterests 
of the city. 
The result has been the imposition on Chicago of a 
grotesque governmental system--a system that inflicts numer-
ous i ndependent overlapping agencies on the city and stagger-
ing administrative costs upon the people . 
"The Tribune has long stood as a firm bar to progressive 
legislation in Chicago and Illinois. More than any other 
force it has blocked revision of the 1?70 state constitution 
largely because of the thoroughly realistic fear that a new 
c onstitution would permit a graduated inc ome tax which would 
heavily cut into the Tribune's earnings ."5 
There are similar condit i ons in all parts of the country, 
demonstrating the nationwide scope of a ·vicious municipa l 
evil--not positive, but negat ive--the failure of the press 
to act t o promote public welfare. 
This unsavory role of the press in municipal affairs 
is not confined to Chicago: this shameful record is general 
throughout the country. The studies in the book, Our Fair 
City, disclose that is is a rare community indeed where the 
press is not either the open leader or covert tool of 
interests resisting legislation and the projects that are 
designed to strengthen and implement efficient and forward-
looking municipal management. Also, that a l most invariably 
continuance of boss rule and municipal mismanagement may be 
blamed on t he sufferance or support of newspapers . 
It is highly signif i cant that this condemnation of the 
press was not made b y "outsiders", but by newspapermen--out-
standing ly able and experienced reporters with exte nsive a nd 
detailed knowledge of the inner workings of their home t owns 
a ad home-town newspapers . The fra nk and honest disclosure 
of the veteran members of the "working press" are a bitter 
5Robert S . Allen, Our Fair City. (Nww York: Vanguard 
Press, 1947), p . 12. 
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c ommentary on their profession . They strees an ominous 
condition that is of vital import, locally and nationally: 
tha steady growth of monopolization in the press. 
In the past twenty years, more than 1000 dailies have 
disappeared either by c omplete suspension or by co ~solidation . 
Today, only 117 l a rge cities have more than one newspaper. 
it is a rare community under 1000 t hat has more than one ver-
sion of the news . 
In 1933, 63 chains with a tota l of 361 newspapers con-
trolled more the 37 per ce nt of the country's total daily 
circulation . Six of these chains, Hearst, McCormic~-Patterson , 
Scripps-Howard, Paul Block, Ridder and Gannett, owning 81 
dailies, c ontrolled 21 per cent o f t he country's t otal daily 
circul ation. 
By 1940, the concentration of monopoly i n the United 
States press had increased to the extent that chains con-
trolled two - fifths of the entire daily circulation and one-
half of the Sunday circula tion . 
Also by J anuary 1 , 1945, newspa per publishers eit her 
o~med or controlled 508 of t he 886 radio statio as i n the 
country. Forty-four of the 53 50,000 watt stations, t he lar g-
est in the country, were controlled by newspapers. 
Concomitant with t his c0ndition is another municipa l 
evil t ha t has grown direct ly out of monopolization of t he 
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press. This is the supplanting of a political-boss rule, t hat 
is subject t o public opinion, by an ultra-respectable and 
ultra-reactionary newspaper t ha t is not beholden to anyone 
except its owner or the financial i n teres ts t hat control it. 
K3nsas City is a striking ~llustration of this. This 
grea t mid-Western communi ty was ru led for many years by the 
sordid Pendergast machine . Outwardly t he Kan sa s City Star 
opposed the machine. 
Yet the Star militantly defended and supported the busi-
ness and financ al i nterest that profited most from the 
machine and were basically responsible for its continuance 
in power~ 
Never once did t he Star strike at these root forces that 
nurtured and buttressed the mach i ne . There was never a time 
in the long and corrupt reign of the Pendergast machine when 
it could not have been destroyed it the Star had honestly 
and co urageously exposed its undercover business backers and 
beneficiaries. But t he ~never raised its powerf ul 
voice aga i nst these respectable interests. 
Nominally the ~was a foe of the machine. But 
actually this great newspaper connived at keeping the ma lodor-
ous gover nment in power . 
The Pendergast machi ne was finally smashed and its 
titular head sent to the penitentiary , t hanks to a resolute 
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federal ~1strict attorney appointed by Franklin Roosevelt . 
Today Kansas City is a one- newsp·1 per town and has a new 
boss: the Kansas City ~· It rules the town with a mailed 
fist. ~ven in his heyday, Pendergast did not exercise such 
dominance . 
The public knows what is going on.; it is regulating 
its c onfidence accordingly. 
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CHAPTER IV 
HOW TO REGAIN READERS' CONFIDENCE 
The readers of the press have a stake in the issue of 
newspapers' s ocial responsibility. A practical three-way 
program of re-education has to be designed and put i nt o 
execution. The newspaper is too much a mystery to its read-
ers. It s hould not be. 
Journalism is more appreciated as a glamorous voca tion 
than as a di f ficult discipline dea l i ng with public affairs. 
There is no scarcity value .to press criticism. Most people 
t hink they can teach school, tend a gas station or r un a 
newspaper better than the people doing those jobs. 
The press has too little professional criticism by its 
own practitioners. In most c ~~parable occupat ions , profes-
sional standards are set and maintained by a body of prac-
titioners--in law, medicine, education, engineeri ng, account-
i ng and architecture. But the newspaper is a business and 
those who do its professio nal work are e mployees, subject 
t o the busines s management. This is the basic fact about 
the press. It is a profession controlled by a business. 
That ma Kes it difficult--but not i mpossible--to get full, 
frank, free criticism by the profess iona l s in the business. 
This is the first aspe ct of the three-way re-education 
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process~-mutual criticism undertaken by the newspaper men 
themselves, to help the press avoid not only evil, but the 
appearance of evil. 
There are standards in journalism. But they are very 
individual standards, enforced only by a man's conscience or 
his boss who may also have a conscience, but that cannot be 
guaranteed. So the responsibility, the integrity, the 
quality of newspaper work is as uneven as the character and 
enlightenment of the people who own the papers--and on any 
given paper, best t o worst, it is as uneven as t he character 
and capacity of the individual workers. 
How do the readers make out then? In many ways, of 
course. Some say if they don't like it t hey can buy another 
paper . But is it that easy? That sounds as if papers were 
ava1la~le to suit every taste and the reader had only to 
choose. 
In how many cities has i1e no choice but to buy or go 
without the one paper? Or if there is more than one, how 
many choices are there in the vital matter of hearing both 
sides of a troublesome issue, on labor or politics, or 
Russia, or taxes, or public utilities? A paper has a right 
to take its own views. But the question isn't views, it's 
nev1s% 
The needs of the read.ers are known well enough • . If' the 
American theory that a literate electorate can govern itself 
democratica l ly is sound, then it assumes that t he electorate 
has a chance to be adequately informed on those public issues 
which it must decide. 
This electorate depends ·on the newspaper for the chan-
nels of its information . There is only one function which 
jus tifies the exalted protection g iven the press in our 
Constitution: that is as t he common carrier of public i nfor-
mat ion. The rest is extraneous. vie can f i nd our entertain-
ment, for m our own editor ial judgments , do our own shopping. 
Without a reliable s ource of the facts on public issues 
we cannot function effective l y as an electorate in a demo-
cratic s ociety. 
That is the only reason the is sue of the press is of 
public importance . 
How well is the average citizen i nformed these days? 
Is the press today doing a good job in telling the news t o 
its readers? A poll of newspaper copy desk chief by George 
Gallup, s hows that it is doing a pretty poor job . 1 
Ga l lup's polls have shown that a third of American 
adults do not know that Dean Acheson is Secretary of State. 
In one series of questions, asking the location of Manchuria, 
Formosa and the 38th parallel and the identification of 
1
"A Pretty Poor Job", Time, November 12, 1951., p. 
57 
Atlantic pact, Chiang Kai-shek and Tito, almost a fifth of 
the people asked couldn't answer a single one . Most of them, 
said Gallup, had exaggerateu ideas of the power of the A-
bomb, thought a few could erase a whole nation , and thus had 
no idea of the cost of war. In any case, they believed that 
"war with Russia is inevitable. bo let's get it over with." 
The blame f or such ignorance can be leveled at both the 
people and the press. The people have become so bent on 
entertain~ent that anything which doesn't fit easily and 
unconscio usly int o the groove tends to be ignored. The old-
fashioned idea that everyone should "keep abreast of the 
times" apparently has lot much of its earlier a ppeal. 
As f or the press , an important question cou ld be as Ked: 
Have editors lost a sense of mission and begune to worry too 
much about having the most popular comic strips and the most 
comple te sports pages and too l itt le about keeping their 
readers i nterest in, and informed about , the important mat-
ters of the day. 
The shortcomings of tne press are not solely the pub-
lishers' fault. The readers too must bear part of the blame 
for the dailieg inadequacy as an information medium, for the 
success of t he lurid tabloids, for overemphasis on low-
grade entertainment, and for many other sins with which the 
daily press is charged . Readers have bui l t up papers like 
the Chicago Tribune, the New York ~aily News a nd the Hearst 
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press to huge circulations because they were attracted by 
the comics and the "sin, sex and strife" build-up. Although 
readers distrust the editorials and news offered to them in 
such papers, as is shown in the polls in the preceding chap-
ter, they do accept , unconsciously perhaps, the scapegoats 
offered them in such papers , sliding all too easily into the 
anti-Semitism and fear of the vague hobgoblins named "Red" 
or "radical" which may cover anything from Harold Stassen 
to Communists. 
The important auestion is not whether readers of pub-
lishers are to blame for the shortcomings of the press, but 
whether both can be brought t o face and solve the problem 
of improving the newspapers ' performance as a medium of 
information. 
Readers are cynical about the press, but they are toe 
self- absorbed, too confused, too lacki ng in leadership to 
do anything about it. l4any of them seem satisfied to accept 
the sports pages, comic strips and juicy pictures of g irls 
i n diaper bathing suits and t o let the information go . Pub-
lishers on the other hand consider that they should not be 
too harshly judged for s ticking t o what seems to be the 
successful formula. 
But the press i s a different affair than, say, the 
movies. As t h e chief source of factual information about 
the events of the d3y, the press ~es its s ociety something 
1 
more than amusement. It has always been considered a public 
service institution, charged with a specia l duty to help make 
democracy work . 
And the growi ng breach between the people and the press 
is perilous both to democracy and the press itself. A people 
cynical and apathetic about its i nstitut i ons will not defend 
them in a showdown. If our nation , our de~ocracy and the 
freedom of the press are to weather their crises, the breach 
between people and the press must somehow be bridged. 
And the only way this can be done is through education. 
The mutual responsibility of the press and the people must 
be emphasized over and over and over--not only because a 
closer partnership between them is essential, but because it 
is possible. 
The view that the capitalistic press is engaged in a 
conspiracy against the people cannot be accepted. Publishers 
are not anti-social and do not deliberately set out to pour 
propaganda into the news. 
Most publishers honestly think they are giving their 
readers what they want. But publishers are b usinessmen, they 
associate with businessmen, and they inevitably acquire the 
biases of businessmen. Many of them feel little responsibil-
, . ity for educating the citizenry. When they do try to dis-
charge such a responsi bility, it is wit n the happy notion 
60 
I 
I 
t hat they know what is best for the people, that they are 
clearly appointed trustees. 
I mentioned a three-way program for re-education. Here 
is where the second aspect comes · in. Journalists--editors, 
publishers and reporters alike--can help to re-educate their 
public, and at the a ame time, reorient themselves as to what 
their true responsibility to society is. The newspapermen 
through a well-planned public relations pr ogram must point 
out to their readers the great difficulties under which the 
press works, that it operates under tremendous handicaps of 
time and space and under pressures from a ll sides. As 
reporters and editors, they must point out how difficult it 
is sometimes to get all the facts in a story , and how con-
flicting ~nd confusing these facts may be when the story 
i nvolves more than one individual or group , as it usually 
does. 
The very nature of a newspaper, a publication which 
appears every day, often in two or more editions , regardless 
of the news, creates fundamental handicaps. Yet unless one 
would abandon the daily newspaper formula, as some vision-
aries have proposed, he must accept t he difficulties inherent 
in publishing papers every day, day in and day out, whether 
the facts i n a story are in or not. 
The modern newspaper, as s.ociologists and psychplog ists 
have pointed out, is partly the product of our hurrying 
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society, of the crowded subway, of the half-hour for lunch, 
the rushing daily life which leaves little time for reflection 
and thought. As Americans we are always going pla ces, whether 
or not we have a destination. As Americans wer are too 
preoccupied with doing thins s. As Americans we want things 
in a hurry ... 
We want our magazine articles and books in digest form, 
our news in a nutshell. We want to be told what is happening 
in the world before we down our morning coffee. 
How can the press teach the public about the enormous 
job that confronts it? Although it is perhaps too late to 
try to educate the present group of readers, there is 
still time to catch the "younger generation" before it starts. 
to fall into the groove of comics, features and sports t hat 
their elders have created for them. 
The newspaper must be brought into the school, and it 
can be done in various ways . In current events classes, 
the paper's contents should be studied with an emphasis on 
world affairs. In problems of democracy classes and other 
civic affairs classes, the study of a newspaper and its role 
in society could be undertaken . 
Ideally, a class in "How to Read a Newspaper" and "How 
to Get The Most From Your Newspaper" should be taught. Stl-
dent evaluation of one particular newspaper might be o~ 
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considerable value, not only to the student, but to the pub- =t== 
lisher of the studied newspaper. 
A trend back to the old "Keep up with the News" fashion 
would be good. Then the newspapers could go back to being 
vehicles of information rather than of entertainment. 
While the press is re-educating the public, it can be 
looking around and re-evaluating the job it is doing. 
Publishers must be made to see that a newspaper can be suc-
cessful without comics. Look at the New York Times. Pub-
lishers must see that a newspaper isn't handicapped by being 
well-written. Look at the Mi lwaukee Journal and the New 
York Herald Tribune. And that a newspaper can be profitable 
while fighting for the welfare of the common man . Look at 
the old New York World and the present-day St . Louis Post-
Dispatch . 
Finally the third aspect of the three-way educational 
plan that must be undertaken if the press is g oing to regain 
the ground that it has lost in the eyes of the American people 
is the repponsibility of the people themselves. 
The public must be made t o realize that what goes on 
in every part of the g lobe in these critical times is of 
gross importance to them, not in the distant future,but 
maybe tomorrow, and if not tomorrow, then certainly the next 
day . 
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Readers must realize that in order to participate in 
their government, they must be i nformed . Parents must teach 
their children not to look for only 11 comic relief" in the 
newspapers, but for news. Readers must sho1t1 to newspapers 
that they are interested, vitally so, in world and national 
affairs--and the press : must profit by that knowledge and 
make their stories readable, in turn. 
Thomas Jefferson is often quoted as s aying that the 
newspaper was indispensable t o government, tha t the newspapers 
were even more ne cessary itself. 
It would be well to read the entire quotation: 
•.• The way to prevent these irregu l ar inter-
positions of the people (into the actions of Con-
gress) is to give them full informa.tion of their 
affairs through the channel of the public papers 
and to contrive that those papers should penetrate 
the whole mass of the people. The basis of govern-
ments being the opinion of the people, the first 
object should be t o keep that right; and were it 
left to me to decide whether we should have a gov-
ernment without newspapers or newspapers without 
a government , .I should not hesitate tb prefer the 
latter. But I should mean that every man s hould 2 receive these papers and be capable of reading them. 
2 Quoted from Freedom of Information by Herbert Brucker 
(New York : MacMillan Co., 1949), p. 12. 
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